For although the Simpson-Mazzoli bill did contain other features, it was primarily addressed at illegal immigration. As important as is this issue, it is a fundamental mistake to assume that abuse of the existing system is the only problem with the nation's immigration system.. To the contrary the nation's immigration system is in need of a complete overhaul. Illegal immigration is only the most obvious symptom that something is wrong.
It was the original intention of this paper to discuss why the SimpsonMazzoli bill was only the first and not the final step in the immigration 2 reform process.
The defeat of this bill --which, incidentally, the noted authority on immigration history, Oscar Handlin, has correctly called "a more liberal measure than any we've had in 90 yearsll3 --means that the reform movement is back to square one. Hence, it is not yet possible to speak only about the agenda that 1ies IIbeyond Simpson-r.1azzoli.
II
The whole issue of immigration reform still remains to be again addressed.
The Issue in Brief Perspective
There are only two ways for a nation to acquire its labor force: people Throughare born within its boundaries or they immigrate from other nations.
out most of the 19th and early 20th Century, immigration was the most important component of the nation's human resource policy.
The imposition of the nation's fi.rst numerical ceilings on immigration i.n the 1920s were followed by several decades of depression, war, and their immediate aftermaths. As a consequence, immigration diminished significantly in terms of its human resource importance from the early 1~20s to the early 1960s. Because of this diminished role over this forty year period, many scholars and policymakers have been slow to recognize that since the mid-1960s, immigration --in all of its diverse forms --has again become a major feature of the U.S. economy. Census revealed that since 1970 the number of foreign born Americans had increased sharply after declining each previous decade since 1920 and it disclosed that one of every 10 people in the country reported speaking a language other than English at home. As there was a substantial statistical undercount of the illegal immigration. population, it is certain that the dramatic findings of the size of the foreign born population in 1980 are significantly understated.
Noting the developments, leon Bouvier observed in 1981 that
"immigration now appears to be almost a5 important as fertility insofar as 3 u.s. population growth is concerned.1I4 As the labor force is the principal means by which population changes are transmitted to the nation's economy, Bouvier warned that IIthere is a compelling argument for close co-ordination between the formulation of employment and immigration po1iCy.1I5 Recognition of this critical linkage is the basis for the drive for immigration reform in the 1980s.
The Ability of Policy to Affect labor Force Trends
The preponderance factors that influence labor force trends within an economy are beyond the realm of po1icymakers to influence even if they want to do so. labor market research has repeatedly shown, for instance, that race and gender can influence employment and income experiences of the labor force.
As the number and proportion of minorities and womenhave increased in the labor force, there is nothing that human resource po1icymakers can do to change these trends. They can only respond with adjustment policies designed to inf1uence the factors that cause these outcome differentials to occur. The same can be said for demographic changes in the age distribution of the labor force;
or the shift in social. values that have contributed both to the dramatic increase in female labor force participation; or the effects of the pace and scope of technological change on the preparation of workers for jobs. The control of immigration flows, however, is considered to be an exercise in the use of the discretionary powers of the state. As such it is one dimension of a nation's human resource policy that should be capable of directive action rather than forced reaction. The Nature of the Existing Immigration System
Before discussing the reform of the extant immigration system, it is necessary to outline briefly what is the current system. To do this, it is necessary to look at the major policy components --those that pertain to legal immigration, refugees, asylees, and illegal immigration. For the sake of brevity, I am not going to discuss the complex topics of non-immigrant labor policy or of border commuter labor policy which are also part of this system and are also in dire need of reform.
Legal immigration policy
The revival of legal immigration as an influential force can be virtually dated to the passage of the Immigration Act of 1965. It represented the culmination of decades of efforts to pu~ge the nation's immigration system of the overt racism that had been the central focus of the "nationa1 origins system" that was adopted in 1924. After years of active struggle, the Civil Rights movement achieved its capstone goal --the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Just as overt racism could no longer be tolerated in the way citizens were treated by fellow citizens, neither could racism be practiced by the laws that govern the way in which non-citizens were considered for immigrant admission.
The restrictive features of the "nationa1 origins system" had done more than shape the racial and ethnic composition of immigrant flows. It had sharply distorted the total flow of immigrants. Hence, because the system was outdated by the progression of both world and domestic events, the Immigration Act of 1965 wAs adopted.
It is important to note that while the changes enacted in 1965 significantly changed the character of the existing system, the reform movement could not entirely escape the heavy hand of the past. Thus, while overt racism was eliminated in 1965, the new act elevated family reunification to the role of being the dominant admission factor. On the surface this might seem to be a humane feature but the motivation for the changes was far for less noble. The change was made in the judiciary committee of the House of Representatives where some congressional supporters were more concerned with finding a way to retain the national origins system under a covert guise.
Obviously, if certain groups had been excluded or had a low quota in the past As of early 1984, there authorized up to 5,000 asylee admissions a year.
were over 173,000 asylee requests pending approval and it is likely that this number will continue to grow. As with refugees, there are no labor market considerations applied to asylees.
Having discussed the IIfront doorll approaches to the nations labor market, it is necessary to add that there is a massive IIback doorll approach as well.
Although the legal system is extremely complex in its objectives, the entire system can be easily circumvented by those who enter illegally~Unlike most From these disparate sources, however, it is possible to discern some likely tendencies.
An awareness of these tendencies and their logical conclusions is prerequisite to an understanding the macro-economic effects of immigration to the nation. The few studies that have focused upon labor force participation of immigrants reveal that the majority of immigrants over age 16 do enter the 13 labor force. Indeed, they. show that the actual labor force participation rate for legal immigrants and their immediate relative is likely to be considerably --not margina11y--higher than that of the general popu1ation.9
There is no such dat~, of course, for illegal immigrants but it is intuitively obvious that their labor force participation rates are higher than those of legal immigrants. Illegal immigrants are primarily job seekers. 
The
Without doubt, therefore, the combined immigrant flows are overwhelmingly composed of persons from minority groups (Hispanics, blacks, and Asians). As will be discussed later, there is a strong clustering pattern of these immigrants into local labor markets of the central cities of a few large states that are already composed of persons from similar racial and ethnic backgrounds.
As a result, it is very likely that many immigrants compete directly with other citizen minority workers for available jobs. The competition is most likely to be most adverse in' the lower skilled occupations. For the higher skilled legal immigrants, the competition for employment opportunities is more broadly based and, accordingly, the impact is less severe. were the least likely to sustain these favorable results.
In reviewing, Chiswick1s ambitious research on this subject, it is vital to keep in mind that his analysis is of all foreign-born who had entered the suggest that in the short run that immigrant males tend to experience a higher incidence of unemployment than is the general case. In his findings, it is also of importance to note that he also found that the fQreign born males from Mexico, Cuba, and China tended to take longer to reach parity with native born men than it did the foreign born men from other nations. All three of these countries have consistently ranked among the largest sources of legal immigrants and refugees since 1970. It is logical to conclude that, if anything, the experiences of the past decade should be less favorable than those that occurred prior to the 1970s.
Concluding Observations
The prevailing immigration policy of the United States was largely concei ved 'i n the earl y 1950s and the mid-1960s when i mmi gra t i on ,was not a particularly significant influence on the economy of the nation. As a consequence, the current immigration policy manifests a complete disinterest in its labor force implications. Perhaps the nation could continue to allow immigration policy to be excluded from any responsibility to contribute directly to nation's economic welfare if the economy had not undergone significant changes and if the immigration flows of workers had remained relatively small. But this has not been the case. Hence, the "practice" of allowing immigration policy to continue to follow its own nepotistic, inflexible, mechanistic, and massively abused course is a 11uxury" that this nation can ill afford to continue.
The contemporary economy of the United States is a far cry from the one into which earlier waves of immigrants entered. The resurgence of immigration since 1965 has exactly para11e11ed the period when the labor force of the United.
States has sustained unprecedented changes in both size and composition.
With regard to size, the civilian labor force increased by an average of Under these circumstances, it is clear that the last two decades of the Twentieth Century are going to be years in which the labor force of the nation will be confronted with immense pressures to accommodate both the growth in the number of j?bs seekers as well as to changes in the composition of the supply of labor. The quest to meet these challenges will be difficult enough without being undermined by an immigration policy that is seemingly oblivious to its labor market impacts but which, in actuality, has influential labor market consequences.
The broad outlines of the policy reform needed to make immigration policy conform to the economic welfare of the nation are easy to list. With respect to the annual levels of immigration, there need to be enforceable ceilings. As regard to the actua1 determination of who is admitted as a legal immigrant each year, the preference system should revert back to the primary emphasis on occupational preferences that characterized the preference system issue is presently too complex to discuss in this paper except to note that the current policy is hopelessly bogged down in a system of judicial paralysis.
Currently, asylees are entitled to almost twice as many levels of appeals of their status as are provided to convicted murders. It is essential that a more expedited system of reaching closure in these cases be designed.
ultimate principle for admission should be the same as refugees:
But the namely, if asylees permissions are granted, legal immigration should be reduced accordingly.
It is essential that the principle of choice be firmly established in the operation of the nation's immigration system. Otherwise, one is confronted with the chaos of the present system where the policy is essentially one that ratifies what has already happened anyway. Moreover, there is no sense establishing the concept that total immigrant flows should flunctuate with domestic labor market conditions if the entire process can be circumvented by flows from another source. There are already ample signs that the refugee and asylee system is being used for purpose other than those for which it was designed --to avoid persecution for one's political and personal views. The full cost of assisting refugees and asylees to be prepared from entry into the labor market should be borne by the federal government and not by local communities.
All of the preceding suggestions, of course, are predicated on the assumption that a full-scale effort will be mounted to end the flow of illegal immigrants into the country. It would make no sense at all to attempt to construct a positive immigration policy that works in tandum with general economic policy if the entire process can be easily circumvented.
The appropriate policies should be designed to address both the "push" and the "pull II factors that contribute to the illegal immigration process. The absence of any serious effort to forge an immigration policy based upon labor market consideratons means that immi-gration policy today functions as a "wild card" among the nation's array of key labor market policies.
Un1i ke all other elements of economic policy (e.g., fiscal policy, monetary policy, employment and training policy, education policy, and anti-discrimination policy) where attempts are made by policymakers to orchestrate the diverse policy elements into a harmony of action to accomplish particular objectives, immigration policy has been allowed to meander aimlessly.
that no sensible~ation can allow to continue.
This is a situation
-.'
